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REMARKS 

Claims 1-7 and 13-20 are pending. Claims 1, 2, and 13 have been amended to 
include the limitation that the linear polarizer directly coated on the phase difference film 
transmits light to a liquid crystal panel, as supported in the specification at least in Fig. 3 
and in paragraphs [0048], [0049] and [0050]. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner asserted that claims 1-3, 6-7, 13-14, and 19-20 are unpatentable 
overAAPAin view of U.S. 6,641,874 (Kuntzetal.; "Kuntz") under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 
Applicants respectfully disagree, at least in view of the amendments herein to 
independent claims 1, 2, and 13. 

The present application relates to a transmission type liquid crystal display 
(LCD). A problem to be solved in the present application is inadequate transmission of 
light through the optical film to the liquid crystal panel. As one approach to solving this 
problem, the present application describes and the claims require a linear polarizer 
directly coated on the phase difference film. As amended herein, the claims also 
require that the linear polarizer directly coated on the phase difference film transmits 
light to a liquid crystal panel. 

In contrast, the reference cited by the Examiner, Kuntz, teaches a multilayer 
reflective film for use in "cosmetic, decorative, or security applications." The reflective 
film of Kuntz selectively reflects light and produces a phase shift to obtain "particularly 
striking angle dependent color effects" that may be exploited in "inks or lacquers for 
decorative use like e.g. for car bodies, or security uses like non-forgeable markings on 
banknotes or documents of value." (col. 1 , lines 11-12, 32-36, and 55-64) Kuntz does 
not teach or suggest use of the multilayer reflective film to transmit light to a liquid 
crystal display. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has provided no motivation to combine the multilayer 
reflective film of Kuntz with the optical film of AAPA. The problem to be solved in the 
present application is not producing "particularly striking angle dependent color effects," 
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as taught by Kuntz and as suggested by the Examiner. The Examiner has again 
erroneously stated that "the skilled in the art would be motivated for enhancing the color 
effect such as improving the viewing angle dependent color effect..." In fact, as pointed 
out in Applicants' previous response, such viewing angle dependent color effects are 
undesirable in the art of liquid crystal displays. 

As explained above, the problem to be solved by the Applicants is enhancing the 
transmission of incident light through the optical film to produce a high brightness LCD. 
There is no suggestion or teaching in Kuntz that the transmission of light may be 
increased by combining the directly coated linear polarizer/QWF of Kuntz with the 
optical film of AAPA. Indeed, there is no teaching in Kuntz whatsoever of improving the 
brightness of light transmitted through optical films. 

The references cited by the Examiner do not teach or suggest each and every 
element of the claims. Furthermore, the Examiner has not provided a motivation to 
combine reference teachings. For at least these reasons, the Examiner has not 
established a prima facie case of obviousness. Applicants respectfully request that the 
rejections of claims 2-3, 6-7, 13-14, and 19-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 be withdrawn. 

The Examiner asserted that claims 4-5 and 16-17 are unpatentable over AAPA 
and Kuntz as applied to claims 1-3, 6-7, 13-14, and 19-20, and further in view of U.S. 
6,882,386 B2 (Moon et al.) under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

The Examiner also asserted that claim 15 is unpatentable over AAPA and Kuntz 
as applied to claims 1-3, 6-7, 13-14, and 19-20 above, and further in view of U.S. 
5,110,623 (Yuasa et al.). 

The Examiner also asserted that claim 18 is unpatentable over AAPA and Kuntz 
as applied to claims 1-3, 6-7, 13-14, and 19-20 above, and further in view of U.S. 
6,879,356 (Hsieh et al.). 

Applicants respectfully disagree, at least in light of the claim amendments and 
remarks made above. Per the preceding arguments, the Examiner has not established 
a prima facie case of obviousness to support a 35 U.S.C § 103 rejection of claims 1 , 2 
and 13. Claims 4-5 are dependent on claim 2, and claims 16-17, 15, and 18 are 
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dependent on claim 13. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of 
claims 4-5 and 16-17, claim 15, and claim 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 be withdrawn. 

Summary 

Applicants believe that currently pending claims 1-7 and 13-20 are in condition for 
allowance. The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned attorney for the Applicants 
via telephone if such communication would expedite allowance of this application. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Guita^/o^siller, Jr. 
Reg. No. 32,305 
Attorney for Applicant 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 
P.O. BOX 10395 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60610 
(312)321^200 
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